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ABSTRACT _ ' : .
. .- .The axtenszon Division Committee of the Un1Ver31ty of

o MlSSburz, g8t, Louid, in addressing itself to evaluating teaching
.. effect1véness 1q§exten31on-adm1nxstered programs, -held as central - .
.- concerns: (1) that most evaluation systems ténd to be spbjective; (2) T
. .that évaluations of programs and faculty who taught in them must. be .

- undertaken;® (3) that e luative information, once accumulated, ‘could

previde meaningful insPyht into:a facultygmember's teaching

-effectiveness; -and (4) ‘that faculty members should be able to chodse . "
. how they wanted to be evaluated..The. followlng summarizes the system

presented here: (1) Each Extension program wili ke evaiuated by Form
© - A§ (2) Each faculty member who participated in ‘the program (for 45

minutes or more)- will bé evaluated either by a short or iong form or

by a ‘jury of peers; and (3) Follow-up evalugtions will be ‘conducted

to determine the longorange impact of’ extension programs. Evzluaticn

Forms A through D‘ar”‘prov*ded..(Author/cx) o .
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1] ' .

. By the Extension Division Committee to’
Evaluate Teaching Effectiveness at
"« ., the Univeisigy of Hisaouri-St. Louiq

, 4
* \ ! -y - . e
Clive C. Veri, Associate Dean and/Committee Chairman :
Frederick Brechler, Assistant Dean of Extension for Arts and Sciences
Sam Lloyd, Director, Rxtension - Business Programs ' 1\
Angelo Puricelli, Assiatant Dean of Extension for Education -
. Introduction - . ) - ‘.
.l . - ) ‘ . N - s ‘
* . i Ve . e
Bvaluating teaching effectiveness is both a private and public nattet.
It is private when viewed by an individual faculty neqber who uses the T

-

evaluation data as a benclmark to, inatitute inprovenent in his or her

classtoo- perfot-ance.

-
»®

It is public -atter uhen a group of adylt learners

. asks the quesgion. "Hns the time I spent in this continuing educntipn clasa

'been worthwhile and ptoductive to me and/or my employer?”
. EvaIuation of -teaching- effectiveneas in the extension: classtoon is now,

and always has been, occurring. “Adult leatners, nany of whon are enployed and

all of whom bring experience~ and often vastly diverge - hackgtounds into the

. extension classtoon, leave the learning expetience with attitudes tanging ' ‘e

,ona contimmn fron "This was the -ost wotthwhile ptogran I have ever attended" '

to "Wow, was q time mted'" Thé ultinate tesponse\ of the learners, exhibited

in'ovett behavior, is that they are eithet eager to return, or vow never to

return, to.the continuing education classroom. ‘.

e , . ~

- . .. . " i LN '

~ *"Extension programs” as used in this document refer to special, short~term, =~ -
non-credit, continuing education programs for adults such as copferences, institutes,
workshops and colloquia. It was-mot within. the charge of the Cosmittee to design
a system to &vduate faculty tuching in extenaion-ndniniatered coﬁraee for credit.
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Faculty themselvea now evaluate, and have'always evaluated, their

o,

. extension claasroon performance. Such évaluation rangea from formsl measures
. of behavioral change induced in the learners to .non-ne‘asurenent resulting
- ( . {n 2 personal reaction summed in a generalized phrase like "I did well
today--I feel that I roally taught" thoae atudenta." thever evaluates ..

teaching effectiveneaa :tn extension prograns by whatever method, one /fact

N . ,
‘ is clear: extension progra-a and faculty who teach, in them are 'alwaya
- . L . - 'h .
{ °eva1uated-either fornally or inforually. .
2 R - P

The plan preaeated here is for a systen ‘to evaluate teaching effective- .

ness in extension prograna designed to fornalize aqd standardize the evalua- -

tion _proceas. The rationale for evaluation is bx’aaed, in part, upon the:.

- .

TR i )
) following factors: . -
LIS J \/

-

1.  The extension function of a faculty member is one of the .- ¢

[ v . three nisaions of a state univeraity and lanu-grant college.
.o o
C el . Evaluation is -andated if UMSL is to conduct Vviable and

neaningfu,l extension programs which serve the educational

IO §

- -

.. ) - needs of Hiaaourians Por exanple, reaident teaching 18

. ' _'evaluated. Research (and the reaulting publicationa) is S
2 : " . evaluated. It logically follows that extension programs .
R | \0 and faculty who teach' them’ nust be evaluated. . - g
- -': . 2.2 £11 levels of education, whether financially supported by
) . _ tax dollara or private doilara, are being held accopntable

Y - for per.formnce. . . " e

to 3. Faculty members, by and large, want to be evaluafed. ‘Ihey .
. D . 1 want to kn&v how well they perforn in order-to have infor-

o . lation upon which -fheir teaching behaviora can be altered.

4
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.
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' effectiveness-one ‘aust look at the objectiveness of -eaauretnent and the . -

. - -\... . . .. . '\ . . . . i . .
N Facult'y, by nature of their profession, continually seek -
. ways of impreving their classtooni petformance. B )

R 4, 'P:omotion and tenure ‘committees need data upon which to

® .

-base. their teco'mendation that a ﬁsculty menhet be taised

.

. to ‘the next academic rank and/otlbe gtanted cenure. Since °

' teaching in extension programs is ¢ part of .a faculty .

‘ member's tesponsibility at a state univetsity and land- .-

-

- T .grant college, it: is logical that infomtion telated to

. . this performance be sought by, - and be of value to, promo-
s 4 . A . y oo

tion\and tenure comit:tees. \ . o . .

This tati.onale addresses Q.tself to "th evaluate teaching effectiveness

3

“in- extension ptograns?" When discussing any evaluation--especially of teaching

’ confoundingevariables-which affert evaluation.

: . - R 3 .-
,Objectiveness 'of’ Evaluat Teac l'etfoiilsnce - . T

k]

The evalustion of teaching is subjective, at best, whether that evaluation

(S '

f . 1s done id A college credit classroom with undetgraduates or in an extension

<

non-ctedit, continuing education classtoom with adult leamets. The litetatu.re ..

-

dealing vith the evaluation of teaching: points out -that the vatiables which

affect evaluation ‘and includes such factors as class size, content of instruction,

[ 4 . .

why the learner patticipates, whether the progtam is-at ‘the graduate or® undet- T
graduate. level, petsonslity of the instructot, experiential limitations of. the

learneﬁ,. prio course expectations, the learnet 8 backgtound, age, sex, health,
attitudes_and values jOgt to mention a few.
i >

R ‘EThe evaluat’m of rning, by contrast, if conducted to measure behaviotel.

[y

:W;rw NPT




change induced in the learnets: can- be olfjective given that the evaluation

o

is catefully and. systematic’ally undertaken. An ideal ptocedute'is' to measure ,
the tognitive, affective and psychomotor s'kills of the learnets befote they

A 4

enter- the learning ptocess, teach to behaviotally defined" objectives, and then

‘measure what has been learned w:Lth somewhat detailed objective tests. The
. l
tests must be designed meticulpusly using accepted test construc‘tion ntethods

Pollow-up testing &t smne latet time to mesasure retention

E
of learning completes the ideal model. : -

PRk

Vhile evaluation of learning can be objective, it 18 near‘ly impossible

and procedml'és.

ra

_ to do in an extension progra;n of limited dutation. EVen though this kind of ‘

=

‘evaluation would be the best indicator of teaching effectivenesa, we are forced
to settle for the kind of evaluation which is used in the coilege credit class-

room. That is, we-turn to the opinions of learners (ox- a joury of peets) to

-
-

- obtaip an exptession of /the. o feelings as to whether or not 'a. teacher, was effec-

, tive. This Kind of evaluation’ tends to be subjective, but it must be undetstbod
that even the judgenent of a promotion and tenure comnittee is based ‘on subj ec~, .

tive data. That is to say, the exptessions of scholars who critique research

€

ate subjective, the opinions of peets about a colleague' s publication are subj‘ec-

P

tive, and the feelings of students about a teachet 8 effectiveness are subjective.
And, while an administtatot might well plsce justifiable reliance on the, advice

of .a ptomotion ‘and tenure comnittee,” hig ultimate decision rests on subjective

’
- . -,

information. ) . s

" A Syntem fot Evaluating Teaching Effectiveness
in thension-Administered Ptograms at UMSL _

Yo ~

, o ) : S
There are three levels of evaluatian which the Committee suggests. The first

ool e ot




, o ' ) _ ., o . .9 .
deale with.an overall program evaluation'and the second deals with specific

evaluation of a faculty member's teaching petformance :ln a program. .The thitd,

. ., » related to evaluation of the ovetall ptogtam an"l of teaching effectiveness,, is
.. 3 \ ‘
\ k concérned with a follow-up method of evaluation. Voo ‘

kY
’ . ' b .
— . D ) » .

EvaIuatit_xg Extension Progirans, e N T

> i }. . The Committee recomends that the Continuing Ed Educa‘:ion Pto&tam Evaluation
. ° (A
! *\ Form presented as Appendix A be administeted at the conclusio'x of ae extens;lon
- A b . %
. - P . hd

togtam. . ’
The reason fpt the use of this form is that it is recognized,- by evaluating

L]

- a progtam in ils entirety, ptopet assessment may be made of the contribution

¢ of individual faculty membets who participated in the ptogtam. . ) . - @

“‘/Opetationally. it shall be the tesponsibility of the extension equcation

coordinator .in charge of 'the ptogtam to administer this instnnnent and. tabulate

-

the results. For every program, a,acopy of 'the évaluation’ shall/ be ttansmitted

- ]

@

to the dean of extension,_ assistant\dean (or dii‘ectot) in charge of the piqgram,
~ ) ahd to each member of the planning comittee who helped to plen the program,

The assistant dean’ or ditectot shail ttansmit a copy of the ovetall evaluation

to each faculty' uember wh'o taught in the program ds-well as to the chairman of
A ]
P the sponsoring academic department(s) and dean of the appropriate school or .

college. The ditector of non-credit ptograms shall ma:lntain a file of a11

% ¢ ’ . .
proegram evaluations. L ¢ . L

+

: \ . It is suggested that the form be used’ for a period of ote year and then

‘ ) . _be evaluated to* ascertain its effect:[.veness in :meto’vi_a the quality of extemsion -

. programs and teaching efféctiveness of faculty. T - .
’ , * Y . .




\Evaluating_'reaching Erfectivgness e ' . \

S ’ The Committee recommends two J.eyels of ‘fadulty evaluations as well as an
. r . . t \, ’

altermte plan for both of these evaluations. S
. . V"%
. . Level 1. The Faculty_Eva'luation Form- ptesex}ted as Appendix B-l )

is to he used when a faculty membet teaches in a)a extensionu o

by

. . . program ftom three quarters of an 9out to three hours of contact

“ )
< . . . . . -

PR . tme'. A ) 4 M ., * . < ~ -
Y v Level 2. The-Faculty Evaluat'ion Form presented as Appendix B-2 )
\
. R N is to be used when'a faculty member teaches in an extension

2 » . > Y . e

“program for three.or mote hours of contact time." . T

Y v

T . ) Opetationally, both forms are to be tailot-made fot each progtam .b.y
/ insetting the’ name(s) of the faculty membet(s) in the apptoptiate space and

s . ‘then duplicated. Al‘f pergons appearing on the program shall be evaluated ,

T .

including adjunct ‘faculty. While the, assistant dean or pt;\ogtam ditectqt Will

““‘\,) .
be tespbnsible to see that the evaluations are completed, the exttnsion coordi-

* 4 . . » T, . .
nator, will administer the instruments and transmit the originals to th‘e appro- - -

’

priate assistant dean or ditector who shall review the evaluations- and consult *
= . » /\ v * €

v

individually with each faculty membet. e s . v
\ ‘ In the event that the ptogram will not allow sufficient time fot learners

L to complete the Form B-2 evaluations, the c'bGdinatot will mail the' form toa .. S

random sample of registrants. Included with the form shall be a self-addressed

—— . -

envelope vith a cover letter of explanation stressing/ the importance of the

LY

evalyation and urging the registtant to ’teturn the completed’ form. ° n h s

‘ mainta:ln confidentiality of th the information. In no instance is the information’

to be ‘shown to 'anyone other thsn the faculty member to whom the evaluation wapplies.




-

. choose not to be »evaluate'd- by the learners but elect to be evaluated- by’ s Jury

-
b

g
°

maintain its c#hfidential nature. ‘In no instance is the information to be 1

.

It Vilil,ﬂbe the r'esponsibility of the assistant dean or program director
r- - ..(\% 4 4 l‘,’ ‘e v
to’ transmit the evaluaticns to the. daan of extenai,on along with an optional
: >, ’
cgver letter which contains any pentinent obse;'ya’tiorfs about: the faculty

- t" ‘.

member 8 teaching performance. The evaluations will b., appropriately filed

(by faculty name) H included with the' evaluation shall be a brochure or gcourse

S

announcement pertaining to the prog‘n as well as ,copy of the overall program

evaluation form. Y A

The assistant/'dean or program director shall have access, to the file

14 . .
durinwoml office hours. Under no circumstances shall information be

removed from the f_iles. s R te .

1 - -

- %

~ . .
Alternate Evaluation Plan. Should a faculty member desire; he or she’inay
= L \

of peers. (Seé Appendix C for the suggested evaluation form.) If he follows

this plan, he must submit a 1ist of three colleagues from any campus Jf the

v
.

University of Missouri and a-list of three practitioners from outside the- ‘

.

Univers.'lty commnnity who are in position to judge his teaching effectiveness.

The assistant dean or program directox‘ shall randomly select two people from

%’ ¢
the 1ist of six and arrange for them.to attend }:he program to rate ‘the faculty

L
*

member's teachifig effectiveness. : \

. .. The evaluation form shall pot be reproduced by any means.in order to- \
- . N \

t

shared with anyone otheér than the. ‘-faculty member to whom the evaluation applies’.’

L] /

'l'he fol‘ma will then be forwarded to the dean of extension for filing.
The assistant dean or progranm director may wish to include a letter of trans- % . w

mittal covering pertinent information which has a bearing on the 37 8 evalua- : N

tion of the faculty member's teaching effectiyengss. . Tne evaluat ns<will be .




7 ' . “n
filed by faculty name; included with B\he ex?aluatio:p shall be a course
ann‘buncement %t bfochure, and a copy o&E the qverall progtam evaluation form.
A faculty member tequesting the j\&y evaluation is.to 1et his wishes be
) known at leaat thi*rtyniays prior to the time he is to appear omn the prog:am.
A stipend of $10 pet obs,ervation hout sh 1 be paid to each menber of the

jury. Should a jury membet have to trav 1 wore than fifty milea (tound ttip)

3 Q°
-, to the aite of the ptogtam, he. ahall also be reimbutaed for ttavel (from UMSL)
2
, and othet necesaary expensea as determine by the aasiatant dean or the : S .

*

program director of! exténa;on.\ ¢ | . Lo

FolJow- -up Evafuation ? a . \ o ) ,

Apptoximately six months after a program has been conipleted, the aasia'tant

dean or progr:am directot vill*conduct a folIow-up evaluation of selected

extenaion programs by interviewing a aample f program participanta. Thia
?

Y p—

s interview will* be a structured telephone intérview following the form wh:lch
., ia presented as Appendix D. A key element to be inVeatiga:ed in this .eve lon

is behavioral change attri-butable to part:].cipétion in the extension-aduiniltercd

] ’
‘. '

program. ) \ . . . R
Thia follow-up interview will provide additional evaluative data which can ..

be conmareg with the’ evaluation obtained at the immediate conclusion of the

.program. Such an&@ation will add to the objectivity of the overall evalgation.

oo ' The assistant dean or program ditector will forward the information to-the

+

: dean of extenaion with an optional 1etter of . ttansmittal. The forn w:lll be filed
in each faculty member's file who taught in the brogtm. Should the assistantr

_ dean deen it apptopriate, the information -will be shared w:lth the committee wh:lch

-planned the ptograu and the faculty who taqght in it. :
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< ' Smnlnary . \

~ : . . \ . '

. The committee, in addressing it‘helf to evaluating<teaching ?ifectiveneas

..

b ' in extenaion—adminiatered programs, held aa central concerns: (l) that most e
evaluation\a,yatens tend to be subjecrgre, (2) that evaluations of programs

. : and faculty who taught: in them must be undertaken' 3) that evaluative
information, once, accumulated, could provide meaningful .’uwight into a faculty

© . member 8 teaching effectivenesr and (4) that faculty nembe‘ra ahould be able

"N, . to ¢hoose how they wanted to be evaluated. N
~ A, e — ( . C . . 0
) . i The followiug will sunlnarize thb syaten “presented here° . -\
- 1. Each Extens?m progf will be- elaluated by Form A.

) .

2. Each faculty member who participated "in the program

. - ' (for forty-five minut g'or nore) will be evaludted ) g . .
B Q- \ , ' . - .
. . either by. AR : .
- a) a ghort form (B=1) ‘or longQ form (B—2) . I ) ¢
ca ) e b) by a jury of peers (C) - ‘ &4

3. Followsup evaluations will be conducted to deternine the 'long~ -

1

~ .

o . range impdct of extension programs (D). . . i
: . ’ . .
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o 1 e et

~ NAME OF PROGRAM:, ) :

- -
-~
. .’

T oS ) . .. .. ,
.

ot

UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-ST. l;oins
- . . Extension Divis.ion

. Continuing Education Pro'gram Evaluation Form
. 4

oo A

‘ ' : . DATE: -

An jmportant part of any educational program is ifs evaluption, Your helg in asgisting the Extension Division to improve its programs
will be of great help in planning similar* programs. We are not searching for compliments; we need your honest opinion about the

progfam you have just compley P . :
e & Co . . - ‘
1, How would you rate the overall program as an educational experience? < - .
O Excellenf [O.Very Good 0O Good O Fair OPoor .7
2. To what extent did the prbgram content meet your needs and interests? . ' . '
- O Very Weli " [0 Tosome extent Q Very little -~ . J
3.- What would you have added to the program? . . '
. -’ L] ) ) _ -
.ot \ ) ’ - : :
. - | » . . )
- . ! . . . .
4. - What would you have deleted from the program? L
€ ’ - . '
. 1 - ‘ ¢ 4 . . P '

5. Vypat benefi

ts (if any) élld you reeflve from p‘erticipating(in the program?
J

-~

.

. | " . ’ P .
P . — |
KJ N ' -
.6. How.would you rate the following? A _ o ‘
- N . Excellent  Very Good  Good Fair  Poor ) L.~
« . Facilities 0O : ‘,D \ o 0 a ! :
Meals N = I o s o - 0 .
Helpfyiness of staff 'O ~ 0 = O = E . '
* 7. * Please comment critically on any or all of the presentations: ) . ) ) -
) . ‘ \ " ' s .-’ - . . » - . .
C . SS Will your job or persona_t behavior change as a res‘g'lt of-this continuing education ~enorai . ' ' i
O Definitely O Probably  [Undecided O Prgbably Not - O Definitely Not .
Ifyes, HOW? ' . '
Y
. .- . a ,\ -/
9. OTHER COMMENTS: o N
e - . . e ! - ; K
. " « . . . . .
' . \ . : .
, Name: \ '
. 4 {optlonal)




. .

. . . - . . . o s

. . . Lo : ‘ -
. o " . UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-ST. LQUIS ' - - 1 B
ST -  Extension Divisfon ' e D-1 -
N ] : _Faculty Evaluation Fortp\BJ R .
' ) s . .. ' ' o . . ‘ “ o . ‘
¢ 'NAME OF PROGRAM:__. L BER B DATE: = . °
. . i ‘ . ‘ Y. - ) :
. y . — ' — —— — T )
’ tyou ha-‘.'e not had an Relevance ° Organization Teaching = Clarity of Reéponsive: .
opportunity to abserve a ) )
'ven' fa.cultv member of material of material- | ° tec:hpiques presenta- | ness to !
. gllease drav;aiin:anthrc; ah {logica! (methods tion- .| neets and , . '
&is or-her name uan. sequence) appropriate | 1. | interest . )
_ L N . 10 Mmaterial) ' ¢ | |ofgreup L
_* " Faculty Member © - . . :
: , -
L _Exc. O 0 0 R .o .
L . Good O | m) .o Q
¥ o Fair O o a . o (I .
L L : Poor O. . . a O g .- O LN
v ioLe \ ~ - , - - -
- - , Exc. O a., 0 o 0 )
<7 . . . Good 0O G . g . O O -~ . .
' ) - : . Fir O 0 0 .0 0 ‘
\ ~ Poor O a Ve O ] _ a :
b : M- -~ Exc. O o 8., - O S o .
T “eGood O O o -a 0 .
- ' . Fair - 0O 0 O a 0 -
; . . . Poor O o - 7 a a Q X
% . . % "f
T - Ex. [ (W 0 . 0, .0
: - Good O O O o . 0 !
: Fai- .0, o m] m] ~ T
¢ . Poor O ~ 0 0 o . ©Ls .
: : ; - Bee. O O a] o. . 13, .
: o _ Good O o : O O ) ‘e
o Fair O O 0 0 0 .
. . . Poor 0O O ~a O a -,
i Exc. O O 0 0 0
¢ . Good O a O 0, W] / 3
B . + Fir O O | \\\’ 0 0 :
: T ‘ Poor O m 0 o," m
[ e . - Y - . . Y N . . )
Exc. - O o A = -0 0
i " - Tt Good O o a - .0- o,
o f ) - Fair O U + 0 0 0 . -
g \,-, S Poor O 0 O © 40 D ,
- . . 0 ot . -
! T, - - : . i
3 . - Exc. O 0 m] m] o , ’ il
% . Good O . o m] ‘a o . :
£ ! Fay O o . 0 . a , (mi
3 o Poor O° m] m| m] o .
‘COMMENTS: . ' . I .
! A : ) Name: b : K
- 2 — . . . _ [ * L
. Date: ( . . e o 3
i; - . 0 ) v .’.; :,
0 Please note that the information yeu provjde will be kept confidential. You' need not siga theevaluation form if you do not wish to v
"FRIC ‘0 50. Only summaries of ail of the avaluations vill be shared with the instructors,” o .
¥ L auy, 1973 B o N - L - A / ) - .
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P - ’ LY
. A . t . T & ' . < ( ..
k ,\" . a . > /~/ N . . i . / .- \ .
S SR . UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURJ-ST. LOUIS \ B - 2
« ; % : T, Extengign Division ~- . , .
s . . . ' )
YRR . Faculty. Evaluation FormB-2 -
:, . z 1 - 0 l. Py . ._.- . > ) . . . . «
. Ll >, [ . , . ) .
z " Name of lns'tructor Being Evaluated: o " LI : : : -
5 . ‘ % . ;e . . ° .
o= Name gf Prt)grq | i - L. i Date:

- +Each of the statements below deals witha characterrstrc of unstruc"ors which adults fqel to be |mportant Please rate the instructor

[ 4

T
B 5 whose name appears ébove by placing a check mark (\/ ) ift the box which best expresses your opinion about him.
‘ % * There are. no "right’”” ok "wrong answers. Just:be honest in your rating and express your own feelings. When the rn?ormatlon is
. d% . shared wrtb the mstr.uctor, _your name wnll not be-assocrated with it. You may or may not wish to sign the form. ’
. - s ° . ) - . ¢
- . . Y - * .
- I . ’ ’ ' " S/ & T,
. . . 3/ -
- . .y ‘~°. Q . -
\y R . Q’
r - . . . . ‘ 4 . - - -
I Ny Then inStructor was helpful m me. when l had drffrculty I understanding, the -~ ¥ >
mateﬂal he presented R ' . ' . o)
Y ﬁ' . N . ‘v . — Tt a . i :
2 |'Ie (or she). appeured sensizive to my feelings and problems’ . P S :
' B4 -~ s . < .
3. He was ﬂ'exrble (6hange§ hrs plahs to meet my interests and ne¢ds) §.. ., : - |- L
’ . . v +— : )
4. He made roe feel free to ask questrons dlsagree, and‘express myideas . . . . . . . . : -
D’ HIS speech wds')adequate for teachrng et B Lol LT SRR >l» s
' N ’ A T 5 -, E - * :
6. He was ioterested in th@sﬂb;ect N A o >, :
. ‘"; J . . . .., . . N
Y X "He us(fd rlle'Sngns or examplps to cla.rfy matenals A . }
- . . ™
, 8. He presented materials\'in a \ﬁlelborganjze_d manner . B ’ Ve
. % J e 7 ) ’ . . e ° b - ¥ - N . 3 -
9. The mstructor snmulated my thi pklng P ' :7' ’ ( - -
10. He presented matenal in an intefes g\;vay e e e R ‘ )
i . ; .
1. Hgs rnstructronal materials (mcludr audrou were pertinent 0 the topus . /
presented & S 3
RN . . -, . ° . o ) &
120 He made it clear how the toprc was related to my-needs . RN - L. :
y f . v, - - . A . .
. 13 be seemed well- prepared toteach thisclass™. . . . . . . . . . .. r - )
TS y . 'K N ° .
A 14. . Class time was seldom or neverwastedq4 - . . . . . . TT. L .. P —~ ' y
@t . o T . . L, S ) .
! s E R ) _ . a T
‘. ’.1:5, . Overall, he was ong of the b2st instructors | have-ever hao l -
[l ) ’ b \‘\,\ .
. . '+ Piease make additiona! comments about the instructoriwhich you fee! are important to his tewmg;ffectweness \\
N L, .
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Y _ UNIVERSITY-QF MISSOURI-ST. LOUIS . ' 2 c
' * Extension Division e .- ’
] Jury Evaluation Form for Teaching Effectiveness s
Faculty member being evaluated: - : — . - -
- Name of Extension program: ) . > - :
Date: : No, of hours observed: : - - —_—

Each of the items below deals with a charactenstlc of’ mstrﬁctors which adult learners feel to be |mportant Rate the facu!ty mem-

ber by placing a check miark at the appropnate pomt on the scale Please add your comments under each question which will clanfy
- 7 . r explain your rating. ST L
: P . T Lo
. . 1. Was the facuity member organized? .~ . LN ’ Use this space for examples or comments. -
=’ I EPSNTI MU 3 B o
. - v!ell . A ] - disorganized . ot
& . organized - T o . ! . v !
: . ) R . ) . , .
7 " - .
.t . i . -
/ i 2. 'Did he {or she} present material.in a logical sequence? - ; \
L { . - - S . -
- * logical <. .. illogical. -
: .. - . L. -
P e ¢ N c . ‘. -
¥ N P ' t . . .
-3 (‘Wé the instructor interested in the subject? oo . N
S S . | . i RNV S B S
8o . uninterested . - * N . ) . . interested ‘ ‘
% . . 2 . .
g . . . ‘ \{ h -~ hd ' e
5 . < ., ‘ 3
§ . ~ - ' .
4 4. Did he use iljustrations or exanjmes to clarify key points? A - - .
H L _ 1 - | 1. - “ .
k3 3 - g -~
H . noné . . . ——imany
¢ - , T
. g .\ . > .
< & . R
- 3 . . y ] .
.8 5. Did he take ipto consideration the unique experience and backgrounds of .
. . the learners? . ,/ . . : .
2 L ! 21 & Ll ‘ . .
3 { very mdch g ) . fittle- : . .
. ' -
- N ' ‘ - - -
A W -~ N e * . .
4?’ ’/, ) v // \’ . [y
1 6. Didthe mst)xctor;eem to stimulate learners’ thinking? . . .
£ | 1 | | 4 o A
A * notatall . c very much . S ) B
“; * > :_ . [ . 4 ‘
. . . ' 2
- ‘!;‘ ] .’ ) * . . 6 - ,;;,i ‘
% / . Did he dwell upon the.obvious? . . — . ' . . X
- E : I A e L -1 . . “
?C fled.on . R N introduced+ - . o
’ bt obvious L4 . ) -interesting ideas ’ : N

A
.

@
<
s

«E K ¢
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4

"8 Was the faculty member flexible (for example did he change his plans to

meet the expressed needs of e Ieamers)7

l [ ’I it | ] L : L J
© flexible \ rigid

-
- * N -

-8

9. Were his learning objectixes clear to the learners?

"I 1 > | ]

obvjous not clear at all

. ".
Did he appear sensitive’t'o the students’ feelings and problems? ]
L 1 L | J.

insens; : o \ ‘ very sensitive

4

. S T -
.

Did he encourage questions, disagreements, discussion? .

| | : | - o] i |
very - intolerant
encouraging

.

Was his speech adeqt‘late for teaching?

L | =
inadequate

very adequ;{e .
z" ' ,

]3.’ Did he present the material-in an interestjn?; way? | . .

' . | . | g
dull . - veryinteresting

14.. -Overall, how would you rate the facuity member on his teaching effectiveness?
1 S Le= 1 ] > ]
amongthe - > among the least

= top 10% & effective |
faculg I have known D)
have known

~
-

/ :
Please go back over the list and place 3 check mark (/) before Name:

. i '
] Use this space for examples or comments;

t

the five items which you consider to be most important in
evaluating a faculty member’s teaching effectiveness. ' ’ Fitte:

Based on what you have observed in this program, please . Address:
make additional comments about the faculty member on a

seperate page and attach to this fornfl

-

July. 1973
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| T ‘ UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURISST. LOUIS - - | S - D
BN - . "Extension Division . -
| Follow-up Program Evaluation. lntervuew ‘Schedu'e . Do
E [ v} - 4 ) 'S .
| ' ) . M f .
i Name of Intérvieweg: . - § .
; . ) - T ) R » - \
L, Faculty who taught in the program: :
i . . . s \ , -‘ > - " ) . ]
" -+ Hello, my name is - - s - ar|:| with the Extension Division of the Uni;lersity of Missouri-St. Louis
! ' - and | am calling about the Extension program you attended at , ] on !
L
= If you will recall, the name of the program was ¢ x -
< 0 am helping the Dean evalu7te the progfam and would really appreciate your hetp. Do you have a few minutes to talk?
- » Ve - .
l —— L‘l; Do»your}emgmber participating in this program? “ +  Yes No
’7 S 2. Can you remember what your overall yatinj of the bsog'am was?
: : L ’ A
. t
} i \ - &Vou_ld ym: still r-ate it the same way now? ) " Yes No - s
‘ , 3. n‘you remember the name of an instructor who did an : - N
: oukstanding teaching job? Yes No____ )

T

rd

) S
4. Who? What do you particularly remember about this instm&ﬁ? '

I".‘ S s e T
) . . v .. i N R
Do you recall some things you jearned fro:p participating inQe program? . \ .

: Coe - - A

B . ) 'y . . 2 . N H
.- » )e R
rticipating in the program in any way influence:

}"'OW? . . . . : -

" 6. Did your
.. your persbnal life?

§ 5
- - w . - . - .
E 3 the way you io your job?  How? \'. ' ’ .- ,/ A
¢ W/ '

your career development?  How? o
o s N R 4
) 6. Would you recommend that someone else take the program? Yes‘ No \" R
; X . i ) ‘ ) , P / 5
s Comments: t . /
/ - L eric cim ‘

. RIC Cleari

. y learinchouse

- ) | ‘S / 1.
, e R w0 Juzsen :

on Aduit buucation

~
.

4,
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